There is no information on whether the daily foraging movements of fish shoals are the result of chance, the collective will of all shoalmates, or the leadership of a few individuals. This study tested the latter possibility. Shoals of 12 golden shiners, Notemigonus crysoleucas, were trained to expect food around midday in one of the brightly lit corners of their tank. They displayed daily food-anticipatory activity by leaving the shady area of their tank and spending more and more time in the food corner up to the normal time of feeding. Past this normal time they remained in the shade, even on test days when no food was delivered. Most of these experienced individuals were then replaced by naïve ones. The resulting ratio of experienced:naïve fish could be 5:7, 3:9 or 1:11. On their own, naïve individuals would normally spend the whole day in the shade, but in all tests the experienced individual(s) were able to entrain these more numerous naïve fish out of the shade and into the brightly lit food corner at the right time of day. Entrainment was stronger in the 5:7 than in the 1:11 experiment. The test shoals never split up and were always led by the same fish, presumably the experienced individuals. These results indicate that in a strongly gregarious species, such as the golden shiner, a minority of informed individuals can lead a shoal to food, either through social facilitation of foraging movements or by eliciting following behaviour.
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When a fish shoal is moving, what determines the direction of its movement? Randomness is of course a possibility, but a more interesting alternative is that at least some of the individuals within the shoal know where they are going. This gives rise to a new question: do most of the group members know where they are going, or are shoal movements controlled mostly by a few leaders?
In the case of migrations that recur on a regular basis (daily or seasonal), it seems likely that most group members know where they are going. Most shoalmates should have had the chance to learn the migratory route by following experienced individuals on previous trips. Although there may be leaders in the sense that the same individuals are always found at the front (Mazeroll & Montgomery 1995), the overall movement of the whole group is not necessarily determined by them. If such leaders were experimentally removed, the rest of the group would still be able to find its way to the correct destination. For example, Helfman & Schultz (1984) showed that transplanted grunts, Haemulon flavolineatum, could, in just a day or two, learn the daily migration route used by resident fish between their foraging and resting sites. When all residents were removed, the transplants were able to migrate on their own along the new route, provided they had had a chance to migrate at least twice alongside the residents.
The question becomes more problematic when one considers the excursions of foraging groups. The spatiotemporal pattern of food availability can change from week to week, if not from day to day, and therefore memorizing a previous route or destination is profitable only for a limited time. The composition of foraging groups is often fluid (e.g. Helfman 1984), which means that some group members may know about the current location and temporal availability of food while others may not. If a majority of the group members are equally well informed, then it seems likely that the whole group could go to the right place at the right time without a need for particular leaders. The few uninformed individuals could simply tag along (Hunter & Wisby 1964; Kanayama 1968; Sugita 1980 ; all in the context of avoidance response) and eventually learn the route themselves (Laland & Williams 1997) . But what if only a small minority of the group members are well informed about the current location of food, as may happen when a group moves into new surroundings and is joined by a few informed locals, or when a single group member learns about food location while on a lone trip and then 
